Having spent most of our waking hours of the last decades working on, thinking and writing about, teaching, and discussing skin cancer diagnosis, this is the first time that we feel compelled to address a question that is so often asked:
The resistance of professionals to technological developments that threaten to replace them might sound similar to what happened at the time of the Industrial Revolution. One could argue that now, like then, if machines can indeed perform better than humans, the reluctance of doctors to accept this will not be reason enough to delay the advance of this new development.
Going back to the key question about whether doctors will be replaced by automated algorithms for skin cancer diagnosis, our honest answer is, we don't know. We don't think so, but we are not sure. In contrast, many other scientists are much more confident: Melanoma in the future will be diagnosed by AI, the only question is how soon it will happen. But with all the tremendous efforts of scientists and the investments of huge companies, it should be quite soon.
In fact, never before have we seen so many researchers in our field focusing their efforts on the same topic. Never before have we seen so many studies published in such a short period of time with the same aim: to develop algorithms that diagnose melanoma equally as or better than doctors. Most of them succeed in demonstrating this is so.
Without aiming to shake the confidence of those who foresee algorithms replacing doctors, we think that they might benefit by taking into account the following considerations: AI systems train themselves, without human guidance. They learn fast-much faster than we do-and we are unable to fully understand the way they become so accurate so quickly. As much as we fail to understand how an algorithm is able to accurately classify a lesion when humans do not, we also fail to adequately explain why AI is wrong when it is wrong. Therefore, we will never really know why a mistake happened, and it is quite likely that AI will repeat the same mistakes because we cannot train it to avoid them.
4. The value of research: Innovation is great, but the value of research is not measured by how innovative it is or by the impact factor of the journal in which it is published. The value of research is measured by its impact on humans.
The discovery of penicillin was a great innovation that pocrates said 2,500 years ago we could find the way.
